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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

Has the Great Writ of Habeas Corpus been suspsnded in Americaﬁ If sa,

what entity has desclarsd war against and invaded America?

Could STATE OF WASHINGTON CORPORATION and/or UNITED STATES CORPORATION
obtain Personal and/or Subﬂect Matter Jurisdiction, and ‘ﬂenue}f over
Jamas-Benﬁamin; Barstad, a Private Naturzl Man without a Contract

granting tham said Jurisdiction and/cr Vanuef

If STATE OF WASHINGTON CORPORATION and/or UNITED STATES CORPARATION

actads without ﬂurisdictian, is such sction Void Ab Initioz

If, once challenged, yurisdicticn, venue, and the cause and nature of the
charge(s) are not oprovem, doss this them constitute a compulsory
counterclaim, purstant to FRCP 13(a), reqliring remedy in law, due to and
owing to the Petitioner, Secured Party/Creditor, who has bescome Holder-

In-Due—Scurssa



LIST OF PARTIES

[ ] All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

¥x] All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of
all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this
petition is as follows: "

Jointly and severally, in both private and public capacities:

1. Steven J. Tucker, dba: SPOKANE COUNTY PROSECUTOR
2. Larry D, Steirmetz, dba: ASSISTANT SPOKANE CONTY PROBEDTIR
3. Thomas E. Merryman, dba: SPOKANE COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE

L. All members of WASHINGTON STATE COURT OF APPEALUS and WASHINGTON STATE
SUPREME COURT

5. Katherine J. Faber, dba: ASSISTANT WASHINGTON STATE ATTORNEY GENERAL

6. John C. Dittman, dba: ASSISTANT WASHINGTON STATE ATTORNEY GENERAL

7.  Stephen Sinclair, dba: SECRETARY OF WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF
CORRECTIONS N

B.  Robert Herzog, dba: SECRETARY OF WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF
CORRECTIONS |

9. Dee Sharp, dba: PROGRAM MANAGER, WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF LICENSING,
UNIFORM COMMERCTAL CODE DEPARTMENT



TABLE OF CONTENTS

OPINIONS BELOW. ....oeeoveeveereseeeeeseesseesee e seseeseses e ssseeseseessessessssseseesesesesessessesssesoees 1
JURISDICTIQN ................................................................................................................ 2
CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED ..........cccccocccccsueree 3.
STATEMENT OF THE CASE ...t eeeeseee e esese e e e e e s eesees 4.
REASONS FOR GRANTING THE WRIT .....oumeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeeeeeeeeseeseesesee e s ees s, 7.
CONCLUSION ...ttt eee e es e e e st emaeeese s eseeeeeeeeeesseseaseesesesees 13

INDEX TO APPENDICES

Cee
APPENDIX B M i v
APPENDIX C ?/71{76

APPENDIX D

APPENPIX-A

APPENDIX E

APPENDIX F



INDEX TO APPIINDICES
APPENDIX A: Filing of Parsonal RUstraint Petition M0/04/16), Supreme Court
No, 93574-9 .
APPENDIX 8: Transfer PRP to Appellate Court (11/30/15), No. 34178-3

ApgggDIX C: Reyection of Petitionerfs Status (1/089/1%), Appellate Court Na.
3478-8 .

APPENDIX D: Order Dismissing PRP (7/23/1'D, Appbllate Court No. 34Hi8-8
APENDIX £: Motion for Discretionarg Review (17/24/1%) Suprame Court No. 947180-
5 . .

APPENDIX F: State not Responding (8/16/1%), Supreme Court No. 94%80-5
APPBNDIX G: Petitionmerfls Crossclaim (10/02/1™ Supreme Court No. 94#30-5
H . Revieu Denied (1/24/1@), Supreme Court No. 94%80-5

APPENDIX I: HabQés Corpus filed, Supérior Court transfers to Appellate Court
(N2/22/17)

APPENDIX J: Review of Hab8as Corpus denied, Supreme Court
APPBNDIX K: Review of Habgas Corpus denied, U.S. District Court (1/12/18)
APPENDIX L: PRP &hab&as) Dismissdld (5/15/18), Appellate Court, No. 35944-5

APPENDIX M: Motion for Discretionarlj Review (5/14/18), Supreme Court No.
95557-5

APPENDIX N: Review Denied 7/26/18), Supreme Court No. 95357-6
APPEANDIX U.S. SUPREME CGURT, reqyiring Certiorari/Amended Hablas Corpus

INDEX TO EXHIBITS

EXHIBIT 1: Documents of Title, Filed in STATE OF WAHINGTON and COUDRADD

EXHIBIT 2: "Conditional Acceptance For Value (CAFV) Upan Proof of Claim(s),"
to KATHERINE J. FABER : :

EXHIBIT 3: "Petition for a lrit of Habdas Borp&s," "Yrit of Habdas Corpus,"
YPrascine to the Clerk," filed in Spokane county Supnerior court

EXHIBIT 4: "Ex Parte Motion to Vacate Uoid Judgment," Memorandum in
Suppcrt...m “Wotice of Crossclaim and Affidavit of Default," Writ of Quo
Warranto," "Motion to Exclude STATE...," "Acceptance for ﬂalue," "Non-
Negotiable Actual and Constructive Notice!

EXHIBIT 5: Pzpers returned hil U.5. S!PREME CO'IRT, and AMENDED AFFIDAVIT IN
S!PPORT FOR WRIT OF HABHAS CORP!S, to comply with Clerkils Instructions (Sse
ArPlINDIX 0).

L

e



IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix to

the petition and is

[ ] reported at A ; OF,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix to

the petition and is

[ ] reported at y OF,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished.

k¥ For cases from state courts:

_ The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix _ﬂ._ to the petition and is '
[ ] reported at ' ; OF,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
X4 is unpublished.

appears at Appendix _L to the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; Or,

[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
XX is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was o

[ 1 No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date)
in Application No. __-A '

~ The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. 8. C. § 1254(1).

£X] For cases from state courts:

i 01/26/2m8
The date on which the highest state court decided my case @w 7
4716, .

A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

% timel etltlon for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
4 Q@ // and a copy of the order denying rehearing
appears at Appendix .

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including ____ (date) on - (date) in
Application No. __A :

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked l.mder 28 U.S. C. §1257(a).
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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

Legislative Act of Februwary 21, 1871, Forty-First Congress. Session IIT,
Chapter 62, pg. #19.

Title 50 U.S.C. Appx., Chapter 106, 40 Stat.‘&11 (October 06, 1917).
12 Stat. 319.

Title 50 U.5.C. §§ 21, 213, 215, App. 16.; 50 U.S.C.A. § 1622

26 C.F.R. Ch. 1, § 303.1 - 6(a).

31 C.F.R. Ch. 5, § 500.701.

27 C.F.R., §§ 72.11:; 250.11. .

U.5. Statutes. Vol. 15, Ch. 249, ég. 223, 40th Congress (July 7, 1868)
Trading With the Ememy Act (H,R. 4960, Pub.Law 91, Oct. 06, 1317)..

Emergency Banking Relief Act (48 Stat. 1, Ch. 1, Title 1, § 1(b), March 09,
1933).

Federal Truth in Lending Act (Title 15 U.S5.C. § 1601, et.seq.).

House Joint Resolution (HJR-192) of Jume 05, 1933.(Chap. 48, 48 Stat. 112 (Pub.l.e

Rearganization Plan No. 26, of 1949,

U.5. Conmstitution, Article T § 10, Artcle XI § 1; Sth, ‘Ath, 14th Amendments.
State of lashington Constitution, Article I § 13.
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MM PUEASE TAKE JUDICIAL NOTICE: The underllfing documents, i.s., "Petition for
a8 Writ of HabHas Corpus,”" "WUrit of abdas Corpus," "Quo UWarrantao,"
"Conditional Acceptanca For Malwﬁ.(CAﬁV) Upon Proof of Claim(s)" also contain
multiple "Authorities Cited" that are relsvant to this Petition.




STATEMENT O THE CASE

Petitioner was arrested on Mag 25, 1996, in Spokane, Washington.
Petitioner (James—Benﬂamin; Barstad®) was presumed to be the SuretQ/Guarantor
for the DEBTOR (IJANES BENJAMIN BARSTAD®). Petitionmer was sentenced to serve
@ity (s0) {fears, pursuant to WASHINGTON V. JAMES BENJAMIN BARSTAD, SPOKANE
collTTY SQHZRIDR COURT Na. 96-1-01310-3). These prasumntions have beennroperlq
and lauﬂull% rebutted hy the Secured Partq (hereinafiter Petitioner) {See
EXHIBIT 1). Petitioner has asserted his position as a Sovereign, Non-Resident
Alien, domiciled without UNITED STATES and/ar SﬁQTE OF WASHINGTON. Baoth LNITED
STATES and STATE 0OF WASHINGTOW have accepted Petitioner's standing through
de@ault and non-rebuttal.

All persons/Individuals named in ths "Uist of Parties" have been served a
Conditiomal Acceptance Far _Value (CAFV)  upon Prom¥ o Claim. ﬂli
narsons/Individuzls have refused and/qr @ailed ta answer the CAﬁu, therebq"
stipulating and agreeing to the conditioms, i.e, that Petiticner is a non-
"marson, " and that their corporate statutes have no ﬁurisdicticn over the
Private Property o} the Secured Partﬁ/Petitioner (See EXHIBIT 2). Since theq
had no jhrisdiction, anﬂ haQe_Qailed to prove ﬂurisdiction, their de Qacto
action(s) ars VDID ab initio for FrAUD.

Petitioner has litigateH.numerDus appzals in STATE OF WASHINGTON courts.
Once exhausted, Petitioner ﬁiled a Personal Restraint Petition (PRP) to
challenge a8 prison disciplinarq issue (state SUPREME COURT NMo. 93674-9; COA
No. JbtB-8-1II). Within this PRP, Petitioner brought a chalienge to the
Jurisdiction of the Organic trial court. WASHINGTON COURT OF APREILS refused

to acknowledge Petitioner's status as outside UNITED STATES / STATE OF



WASHINGTON. The PRP was dismissed on Jul@ 03, ZDfﬁ. Petitioner appesalad to -
WASHIGTON SUPREME COURT (o, 94%80-5). Review was &enied, but the SUPREME

COURT held that Petitioner neeﬂed to present his challengz to ﬁurisdicticn 04
the Organic trial court ”bﬁ waq om separate and indeoendent [PRP] . " ﬁﬂll court

findings are enclosed. See APPENDICES). Petitioner was infofmed by WASHINGTON

COURT OF APPE&US that he "does not present an arguable hasis gcr collateral

reliefl either in fact or law, given ths contstraints of the [PRP] vehicle."

UDrder Dismissing PRP, page 9, July 3, 2017). At that time, Petitioner could

not glean exactl{ "which" issus(s) theq wera regerring to in their holding. As

such, Petitioner presumed this meant the challange to ?urisdicticn and filed a

Ypetition for a Writ of Habeas Corpus" with the Organic trial court. That .
court transferred the case to WASHINGTON COURT 0OF APPEALS to be heard as a
PRP. Petitioner was inflormed that habasas cbrpus has bzen suspended, that a PRP
Ysupersedes ... habeas corpus. Ses RAP 16.3(b)." Uyetter, state SUPREME COURT,

January 5, 2018).

Petitioner thén filed an "Affidavit and Notice cg Personal Service D%
petition of Writ of Habeas Corpus, Writ of Habeas Corpus, and Notics off
Hearing," along with an "Order for Issuanﬁe 00 Writ u@ Habzas Corpus (by
Higher .Cont Directive]" to all relevant STATE OF WASHINGTON courts, the
fastern District of Washington UNITED STATES court; Nome ofl these courts
honored the Great Writ. Finally, Petitioner requested an Emergency Writ of
Habeas Corpus with this U.S. Suprems Court. Again, Petitioner is being denied
Habzas Corpus, and Qarced to gile a lWrit of Certiorari.

Petitioner now again appears in Special Visitation, ta notice this court

that all offflers and prasentments have been Accepted Far\walue, predicated upon



Prook ol Claim(s)..ﬂil STATE OF WASHINGTON actors have Qailed to bring forth
the reguired Proof Claim{s). Theremore, theq have @ailed to state s claim upon
iwhich relief can be granted, and have stipulatad to all‘the @acts as theq
operate in favor of the Petitiomer. Attachasd Exhibits will show the Qacts
touchiﬁg upon these matters. H%at/mhere is My remedqq Does it lie in Diversity
of Citizenship, or in Bankruotcy@

Since all STATE D# WASHINGTON courts and the UNITED STATES CDURT FbR
EASTERN [WASHINGTON DISTRICT have all offered mo remedy, nor "proofl' of
sbrisdiction,v Petitioner believes this U.S. Suprems Court is the Dnlﬁ
available resource rahaining, save psssiblg under Diversitq of Citizenship or
Bankrupth. When Petitigner challenged ?urisdiction, venue, and failure to
noticy the Patitioner of the Nature and Cause of the charges in the STATE OF
WASHINGTON courts, the issue was danced around, igonored completehﬁ, and
eventually "stated as Qact" without any "proof" o such yurisdiction, venue,
and/or the nature and cause., The qusstions in Petitioner's frit o@ Haheas
Corpus have never been answersd, nor Petitoiner's wfit DQ GLD Warranto.

Petitioner requires His Remedy.



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE WRIT

pilEasE TAKE JibIciall NOTICE: The CAFV, "uwrit ofl Habeas Corpus,” and "Ouo

Warranto Demana flor Identification) reguired gquestions to be answered by the
lower courts involved with the'underlﬂing cahsa(s). Petitioner harsin rsguires

this Court to asnwsr the guestions contained pithin these dccumants.

(1) Assignment of Question One:

It appears that the Organic Constitution has been suspendaﬁ. It also
appears that the right to a Petition of Writ of Habeas Corpus has also been
suspended. Howsver, Article 1 § 13 ofl the Constitution D$ the State oﬂ
Washington states, “IThe privilege of the writ off habeas corpus shall not bs
éuspended, unless in cases of) rebellion or invasion the public saﬁety require
it." I donlt se= taﬁks rolling down the street and there are not airnlanes
ﬂropping bombs. Judge Michael D. Price did not grant ﬁetitoiner the writ,
ﬁullq knouing‘the conditions did mot exist to suspend the writ. As such, he is
guilty og misprision 09 treason.

The 14th Amendment to the UNITED STATES Constitution created a Aigferent
‘ citizenship @rom the Citizenship createa in Article 4 § 2 oﬂ the Constitution
of the United States far thetgnitea Sevaral Sfates DQ America. Also, it set up
a diﬂferent court s#stem from Common Lsw snd Equity. Rather, we now have =2
sﬁstem of equitq "zt lsw,"” as opposed to "in law," since UNITED STATES
Corporation is considereq to hold the gavernmental oﬁfice oﬁ "parson.'" See,
Trading With the" Ememy Act, 50 U.S.C.A App. ana 50 U.S.C.A. 1622; Erie

Railroad v. Thampkins, 304 U.S. 64-92.

Thera is no maq to ”naq” dehts at law. House Joint Rasolution 1192 um,June

sth, 1933, codiflied at Chap. 48, 48 Stat. 112 (Pub.L.) created the omly method



to avoid. the appearance DQ fraud by the Congress. Petitioner has lamfully
taken this opntion to rebut the presumption that He, Secured Party/Creditor,
James-Benﬂamin; o@ the Barstad® Familq, and His DEBTDR, strauman/ens legis,
JamHs BENJAMIN BARSTAD® are the same “"merson. ' This has bsgen accepted by STATE
OF WASHINGTON.

EXHIBIT 1 includes all ucc-1 Filings and copies ofl the CHARGE-BACK to the
Treasury. Pstitioner has obtained an Exemption Identification Number and takan
control n% His Treasur%Direct Account, Since "all crimes are commercial, i.e,,
since all "state" actions impnse‘ guasi-monetary {ﬁnes, thei’ also violate
Article I § 10 and Article KT §4% of the Constitution of the Unitedl States for
tha Enited Sevaral States 6& America, as -uell as violating the U.S.
Bénkruptoy. See CFR 2.11. The:e are no longar any Article III- courts of
Common Law and Equity. There are Dnlq Article I Ldgislative Tribumals
administering the bankruptcY of the UNITED STATHS.

Pationsr was seized. Papers wers drawn and given to the Petitioner, in
the name of the DEBTOR. #here is the ph@sical location of STATE OF MASHINGTDNg
Hdw can the Pestittioner commit ang "crime" in a Biction o lawd SYATE OF
WASHINGTON has failed to answer questibns to prcve_}hriséiction, venues, and
the nature and cause ofl the Original action. See enclosel documents, sll
served upon STATE G? WASHINGTON courts. Theg have never prcven\jhrisdiction in
the Driginal‘ cause. Petitioner demands the Order oa the court(s) ta bhe
releasad to him immediateiy, the éﬁarges discharged, and all Private Property
to be returned/discharged immegiatal@, to include =11 Bonds and the

Petitoiner's corpus.

2) Assignment of Question Twa:




In the latest "Motion for Discreticnary Review, " washinéton State Supreme
provided only the '"statutory! deflintion(s) of )Mrisdicticn. Thlley flailed to
prove that Pstitioner, Secursd Party/Creditor, i.e, ”James-Banﬂamin; oﬂ the
Barstad® Family," committed anv crime. They ﬂailed to prove whether any crime
was committed in "Washington" (Republic) or WASHINGTON STATE Ufiction). The
court docum=nts are addressed to JAMES BENJAMIN BARSTAD®, the DQBTDR, and
claim to be representing STATE 0Ff wasHInGTON (fiction). STATE OF WASHINGTON
has na Certiflicate of Titie to DEBTOR, JAMES BENJAMIN BARSTAD®, DBATOR. The
CAFV reguired STATE OF WASHINGTON agents to provide any contract showing Bona
Fide Signature of the Petitioner, wherein He has agreed to be subﬂect to the
"statutes” 04’ the Corporate Constitutions and bylaws, i.e.,v "codes,

regulations, and the like." See, for exampls, Waring v. Mayor of Savannah, 60

Georgia, page 93. STATE OF WASHINGTON. has continuously failed tao provide such
non-existent cdntract. Petitiﬁner herein provides the only Contract He-has
made with the UNITED STATHS and STATE OF WASHINGTON, i.e., YNotice and Legal
Demand." Please refer to it (EXHIBIT }k) for guidance. 0Once challenged,
Hurisdictian must be proven. Ses Ymotion gor Diséretionary Review" flar
caselaw. Sea, APPENDICES.

Petitioner also requesteH information regarding the nature and cause oﬂ '
the Original action. See, ‘Motion flor Discretionary Review,m‘kﬂuolUbrranto,"
and "UWrit og @holﬂarranto." (APPENDICES). The Original court action claims to
ba "criminal, " but STATE DF WASHINGTON nsver explained how "the@” dérive’such
a conclusion. vaiouslw, the onlq way this could be is if the Original action

is undsr Militarg/Admiralty Jurisdiction and that a éontract betwsen STATE 0OF

WASHINGTON and Petitionsfwas breachad by the Petitoinzr. Again, ths only



{ - .
contract is thz one enclosed herein GWNotice and Legal Demand"). iUithout
honoring the "remedﬂ” pravided to Me by HJR-192 (Pub.L. Chap.48, 48 Stat.
112), thers is no excuse Qor the FRAUD committed by the govermment. Shall we

praoceed to Tort& Orant Petitioner His Remedq.

3) Assignment of Question'Three:

Again, Petitionsr has aﬂfered STATE Dﬂ-MASHINGTDN multiple onportunities
to PROVE ﬂﬁrisdiction, venue, and the Nature and Cause of thz Original Action,
No. 96-1-01310-3. The questions asked in the CAFY, the Writ o Habeas Corpus,
and the @uop Warranto have never been anéuered. "Jurisdiction cannot be

prasumad in an@ court, &ven in preliminarg sfagas." United States v. Chiarito,

69 F.Supp. %7 p. or. 1946). nhera ?urisdicticn is challenged, it must be
oroven... The law requires Procﬂ of Jurisdiction to appeaar on ths record oﬂ
the administrative agencq and all administrative procesdings... Jurisdiction

may never bes assumed, it must be proven." Hagen v. L%vins, 415 U.S. 528, 38

L.Ed.2d 508, 94 S.Ct. 1327 (1974). The trial court, in failing to submit facts
on the record ofl the instant case, conferriﬁg 9urisdiction on the trial court
in the absence oﬂ the lawful oﬁficial flag of the united States oﬁ America, is
in violation of thz Lsuw of{ﬂashington 18&1 §'#?U; cudigied in Ravissd COde of
abshington (Rcw) 1D.01.050, as wwell as a Fed. Rules of Civil Prccedure.(FRCP)
Rule ﬂdb), a procadural violation ﬁor fraud.

Petitioner has ﬂiled UCC-1 Filings Nos. 2008—253-6&2“-8;-2008-?&?-0326-
B; 2009-044-4688-8, all registered in STATE OF WASHINGTON Departmant of
Licensing, Business Division (oﬂ the Secretar% 04 State Office). Then, after
liens were in effect ﬁor over seven 4ears, thzs Spokane county Prosescutor

somehow convinced them to rsmove said liens. Subsequentl?, Petitioner re-

10



filed COUCT No. 2016-201-0433, directly in th= STATE NF WASHINGTON Secretary
of State Office and thez Colorade Regionmal UCC Dffice. At no times has STATE OF
WASHINGTON registered ANY cléim@s) against either the Petlitionsr, Secursd
Party/Creditor James-Benjlamin;, nor DEBTOR JAMES RENJAMIN BARSTAD®.

STATE OF MAéHINGTDN has failed to orove Kuristiction. ﬁ[ﬁﬂ9 have
refused/failad to answer any guastions regarding thé 9urisdiction, venue,
nature and causd of thd Original Action. All th#ir documents name thﬂ wrong
”person” as thd party-in-intersst. RCW 10.01.050 is also known as lLaw of
MEShington 1881 § 770, and states, "No persaon charged wikh an offense against

th

0]

law shall bes punisahed for such offensz, unless he shall have heen dulg
and legally convicted thdreof in a court of compeﬁént &urisdiction of the case
and the person." How about when the ‘'person" charged is. not thd same
"individusl " doing thH punishment?

In or'ler for a charging court to "asaline ﬂurisdictibh," theq must have
the proper parsons namel) as party-in-interest, Also, the Gth Circuit hss
determined that a District Attorney's independent decision to chargeé someone
with the same crime the% ware arrestaed for creatss a presumption that there

was probable cause to arrest. Beck v. City of Upland, 500 F.3d 853, 842 (9th

Cir. 200B). It is the plaintiff who bears thd burden of fi#roducing Byidencd
to rsbut thd presumpflion and thUH) must preséint more than "conclusory

allegations.” Sloman v. Tadlock, 21 F.3d ”462, 14T (9th Cir. 1996);

Blankenthorn v, City of Dranqey 485 F.3d 463, 482 (9th Cir. 2007). It com b

réhhutted ”bq showing, for &xampls, that the prosecutor was pressured or caused
bq thid invgestigating officers to act contrar§ to his independant ﬂudgment or

that the investigating officers presented the prosecutor with information

1"



known bq théln to be fals." Blankenthorn, 485 F.3d at 482. Or in instances

~where tha prosecutor relied on police reports and the reports thsmselves
omittedf importsnt information or contained accounts ﬂsuch as prgper party
named/not namad in documentsﬂ, thel ;hry could detsrmine that the officers
"orocurad thd_Filing of hte criminal complaint by making falsd represdntations

or material omissions to thd prosucuting attorneq.” Borunda v. Richmond, B85

F.2d 1382, 1390 (9th Cir. 1988). See also Barlow v. Ground, 943 F.2d Hi32,

1137 (9th Cir. 1991).

Pl=zading thg. sp@cific content of a3 'ﬂ&bsé'xnisrepresentation ﬁ%r 3
"frivilous claim"] involves ‘'more than conclusorq allegations or generic
facts." 2011 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 78125 [Wi] at *4, Instead, "the plaintiff must
specify what is false or misleading ahout a statement, and wha® &= is false."
Id. While the STATE OF WASHINGTON maq claim the Secured Party/Creditor
appallant/petitioner was Ttried and convicted," they cannot show how ha was
ever served proper service of process, in prop8r styling of thd court(s), with
documllents bearing his Trues Christian Appellstion. Theq also cannot provide an
affidavit sworn as true, correct, end completz, from an inﬂursd party (corpus
delicti). All of the "persons" STATE OF WASHINGTON claim as ”iqﬂured parties"

are all strawmen, ens legis fictions of law. Peﬂitioner needs His Remedy.

3) Assignment of Guestion Three:

Ang 1hdgment made autside of laufui.ﬁurisdiction is void ab initio.
Please réfer to the enclosed "Motion to Vacate Woid Judgment,". and its
"Mgmorandum in Support of Motion to Wacate Uoid Juﬁgment.” Those documents
contain full argument, which this court should consider as if fully reproduce%

within this petition.
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4) Assignmant of ﬂugstion Four:

Petitioner s@rved the CAFV upon multiple STATE 0OF (WASHINGTON
agents/emplo#eas, requiring that thsy '"proof their claim(s)." All served
narties failed/refused to prové any claim(s) against either Secured
Party/Creditor ar the DEBTDR, All documents related to DEBTOR and the Original
Action(s) hav® béen "Accepted For \alue" and are "Returnsd For Dischargs.' .

Since STATE OF WAHINGTON has fsiled to prove their claims, theq have
failed to state a claim upon uhicﬁ relief can be granted, and thd;efore
initiested & compulsory counterclsim pursuant to Arcp 130a). uWhers ié
Patitionertls Remedy® Doss it lie in Tort, Divlrsity of Citiz#hshin, or
Bankruptcy? Relsas® all Orders of the court to Me immediately, including all

bonds and corpus.

conCLYsTON:

STATE -OF WASHINGTON has Féiled to prov& any GUPisdiction. Theﬂ are
oparating in a de facto, ultra vires manner. Petitioner hesrein has follouwad
all Commercial procedures. STATE OF WASHINGTON has failed to state a claim
upon which relief can b granted. Petitioner requires His Remady. Release all
Orders of th# court immeidatel% to the Secured Partq Petitioner, or direct

Him as to whére His Remedq lies. A corrected Writ of Habeass Corpus is
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